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Abstract 
Amid the factors /listening abilities, language of glossing can be named. This study 
was an attempt to ascertain if L1/L2 lexical glossing differed in their effectiveness on L2 reading and listening 
comprehension. Sixty female advanced English learners selected from a language institute in Iran were grouped into 
2 classes and required to take 3 TOEFL tests: 1 as a pretest to ensure their homogeneity, and 2 to determine the 
impact of glossing on reading/listening comprehension. Running a MANOVA and 2 independent samples t tests, the 
results revealed that the class receiving L1 gloss (Persian) outperformed the class receiving L2 gloss (English) in both 
reading and listening comprehension. The study may have some implications for L2 pedagogy discussed throughout 
the paper. 
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1. Introduction 
      One aspect of a second language (L2) taken into account as one of the fundamental aspects of every 
L2 is vocabulary or lexicon. The significance of this part of an L2 is to the extent that even some L2 
researchers (e.g., Nagata, 1999; Sanaoui, 1996) equate the learning process of L2 with learning and, in 
essence, knowing the words of that L2. Although this claim is somehow an exaggeration, the significant 
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role of vocabulary in L2 learning should not be looked down upon. Thus, within the framework of 
teaching, L2 teachers should take a more comprehensive approach to vocabulary development in order for 
L2 learners to reach a higher quality and quantity of L2 output (Sanaoui, 1996; Swain, 1996).  
      I
reading (Hulstijn, Hollander, & Greidanus, 1996; Jacobs, Dufon, & Fong, 1994; Mondria, 2003; Nagata, 
1999; Rott, 2007; Rott & William, 2003; Watanabe, 1997; Yoshii, 2006). The positive effects of gloss on 
fostering vocabulary learning can be attributed to several factors. First, due to providing accurate 
meanings for words, gloss is more accessible and easier to use than dictionary (Hulstijn et al., 1996). 
Second, with its bold-
the - -
connect word forms to meanings with minimal interruption of reading process (Rott & William, 2003). 
The presence of gloss finally persuades L2 learners to read back and forth between the L2 words and 
gloss, triggering more lexical processing that, in turn, manifests itself as word retention (Jacobs et al., 
1994). 
      Considering the positive findings regarding the effectiveness of gloss, several researchers (Gettys, 
Imhof, & Kautz, 2001; Grace, 1998, 2000; Nagata, 1999; Watanabe, 1997) have shifted their focus from 
gloss effects to gloss types; and consequently, an attempt has been made to determine what gloss types 
generate positive learning effects. True as it may seem, one of the issues on gloss types is whether gloss 
-making process or not (Hulstijn et al., 1996; Mondria, 2003; Rott, 
2007; Rott & William, 2003; Watanabe, 1997). Mondria (2003) justifies the aforementioned idea based 
on the fact that the use of gloss may deprive L2 learners of the opportunities to infer and, in turn, reduce 
the amount of learning process.  
      One overarching consideration is that studies comparing the effectiveness of L1 and L2 glosses have 
brought mixed results, some indicating no difference between the two types and others suggesting the 
advantage of one gloss type over the other type (Chen, 2002; Jacobs et al., 1994; Miyasako, 2002). Jacobs 
et al. (1994), for instance, compared L1 with L2 glosses with 85 English-speaking participants studying 
Spanish as an L2. They read a Spanish text with 613 words under three conditions: 1) L1 (English) gloss, 
2) L2 (Spanish) gloss, and 3) No gloss. After reading the text with 32 words or phrases glossed and 
presented in boldface, the participants received two vocabulary tests unexpectedly: one immediately after 
the reading and the other four weeks later. The results of the immediate test showed that the gloss 
conditions (i.e., either L1 or L2) were better than no gloss; however, the results did not indicate any 
significant difference between L1 and L2 glosses.  
      In a similar vein, Chen (2002) examined L1 and L2 glosses with 85 college freshmen in Taiwan 
studying English as an L2. The participants were divided into three groups: 1) L1 (Chinese) gloss, 2) L2 
(English) gloss, and 3) no gloss. They read a 193 word-English text with 20 L2 words being glossed. The 
results showed that the L2 gloss group outperformed the no gloss group, and that the difference between 
L1 and L2 glosses was not significant. Based on what Chen (2002) mentioned the L2 gloss group took a 
longer time for reading the text than the L1 gloss group did. 
      Technically speaking, the receptive skills have been looked into through different studies from 
different windows. Consequently, different results and implications have been proposed on them. As to 
the reading skill, reading is considered to be a multifaceted process that requires L2 learners to access 
prior knowledge of the world and how it operates in order to extract meaning from a text (Nunan, 2001). 
      In any rate, many studies have been done on the effects of lexical glossing (e.g., Bowles, 2004; Davis, 
1989; Lomicka, 1998). However, they have been mainly on issues like what kind of language the glosses 
shall be in, where the glosses shall be put, and what kinds of glosses shall be in (i.e., multiple-choice 
glosses, single glosses, or no glosses). Most of the aforesaid studies have been on the link between lexical 
glossing and reading comprehension, and little research  
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has been conducted on the effectiveness of lexical glossing on listening comprehension. Therefore, the 
present study aims to investigate the effect of lexical glossing on reading and listening comprehension of 
a group of Iranian L2 learners and tries to fill the gap as far as possible in order to make L2 teachers and 
learners more cognizant of glossing effects. Moreover, in spite of glossing popularity in L2 contexts, the 
knowledge, have not been investigated in the context of the present study (i.e., Iran). Therefore, it can be 
said that the necessity for doing studies like the current one is strongly felt. 
       (Mondria, 2003). 
In sum, because of the mixed findings of the effects of gloss on different aspects of language, it seems to 
be a necessity to re
listening abilities. All in all, having considered the abovementioned remarks, the present study is, in fact, 
an attempt to address the following research questions: 
1. Do L1 or L2 lexical glossing differ in their effectiveness on Iranian reading comprehension? 
2. Do L1 or L2 lexical glossing differ in their effectiveness on Iranian listening comprehension? 
2. Methodology 
2.1. Participants 
      To carry out the current study, two intact classes of advanced female students (N = 60) learning 
English as an L2 in an English language institute in Isfahan, Iran served as the participants, whose age 
ranged from 17 to 26. These two intact classes were randomly selected as the study groups (i.e., Class 1 
for English vocabulary glossing and Class 2 for Persian vocabulary glossing). The participants were 
selected in line with their mean scores and standard deviations, from among 90 students through a 50-
item truncated test of TOEFL (adopted from Barron, 2004) with reasonable measures of validity and 
reliability. As Table 3.1 shows, according to the proficiency mean score (M = 26) and standard deviations 
(SD = 11) assessed by SPSS, 60 participants from among 90 ones whose scores were from 15 to 37 were 
selected: 
 Table 1. The mean score and standard deviation of the TOEFL test 
                               N                     Min               Max                Mean                    SD 
Scores                    90                    6.00     46.00           26.26665    11.36109 
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2.2. Materials 
      Altogether, four main materials were employed to gather the data. The first material was a truncated 
form of a TOEFL test adopted from Barron (2004) The 
aforementioned 50-item Test was used to make sure that all the participants enjoyed the same level of 
proficiency, and accordingly, to homogenize them prior to the study. In the current study, the reliability 
 
      Second, a reading test of TOEFL adopted from TOEFL Barron consisting of 40 multiple-choice items 
accompanied by glosses in Persian and English were used to determine the effect of type of glossing on 
the reading skill.  
      The third material was a listening test of TOEFL taken from Barron included 25 multiple-choice 
items. It should be mentioned that the reliability indexes of the reading and listening tests were also 
Also, 
regarding the validity of the tests, they were submitted to two experts in the field, and they unanimously 
agreed on the content. 
      The last material was a list of Persian and English lexical glossing selected from reading and listening 
comprehension tests which were given to class A and B, respectively. 
2.3. Procedure 
       Overall, the research consisted of two phases: assessing proficiency, testing reading and listening 
comprehension through Persian and English glossing, respectively. To collect the data, the TOEFL test 
was administrated at the outset of the study to double-check the homogeneity of the two groups. Then in 
another session, in one of the classes (i.e., Class 2), the participants received the Persian vocabulary 
glosses when they took the listening and reading comprehension tests, and in the other class (i.e., Class 1) 
they received the English vocabulary glosses while taking the reading and listening tests.  
3. Results 
      Having collected the required data, a one-way multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) and two 
independent samples t tests were run to see if there existed any differences between the performance of 
the participants receiving the reading and listening tests with the Persian glosses and those with the 
English glosses.  
      In this study, the aforementioned skills were recognized as the dependent variables and the type of 
glossing (i.e., English and Persian) was recognized as two levels of the independent variable. To test for 
multivariate normality, the present researchers calculated Mahalanobis distances (Tabachnick & Fidell, 
2007). The related data has been presented in Table 2: 
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Table 2. Residual statistics 
                                                                    Minimum               Maximum                Mean              Std. deviation            N 
 
Predicted value                                                1.00                       1.89                1.45                    .199                    60 
Std. predicted value                                       -2.280                      2.196                    .000                     1.000                  60 
Standard error of predicted value                    .064                      .228                       .100                 .031                    60 
Adjusted predicted value                                1.00                       2.09                       1.45                    .206                     60 
Residual                                                         -.876                      .755                       .000                     .459                     60 
Std. residual                                                   -1.871                    1.612                     .000                     .981                     60 
Stud. residual                                                 -2.088                    1.707                     -.001                   1.008                   60 
Deleted residual                                             -1.091                    .847           -.001                   .485                     60 
Stud. deleted residual                                    -2.136                    1.730                      .000                     1.013                  60 
Mahal. distance                                               .508                      16.767                   2.962                    3.071                 60 
               .031                    60 
Centered leverage value                                  .006                     .225                        .037                     .039                    60 
      In order to decide whether a case was an outlier, the present researchers compared the Mahalanobis 
distance value against a critical value reported by Pallant (2007, p. 280) through using a chi-square 
critical value. According to Pallant (2007), individuals whose mah-1 scores exceed these critical values 
are considered outliers. In Table 2, under the column marked maximum, Mahalanobis distance value was 
16.76. Then, this number was compared to the critical value determined by the number of dependent 
variables being the value for degree of freedom (df). The number of the dependent variables in this study 
was two. Thus, the critical value in this case reported 13.82.  
      In the current study, Mahalanobis distance value (16.76) was larger than the critical value (13.82). 
Thus, there were multivariate outliers in the study. Through looking at the data file, one of the cases 
exceeded the critical value of 13.82, suggesting the presence of one multivariate outlier. Because there 
was only one person, the present researchers left this person in the data file. In the next stage, the 
assumption of linearity between the dependent variables was checked. There was a straight line 
relationship between each pair of dependent variables; therefore, the assumption of linearity was also 
satisfied. 
      To test whether the data violates the assumption of homogeneity of variance-covariance matrices, 
Sig. value was .116 that was larger 
than .001; therefore, this assumption was not violated: 
 Table 3  
 10.658 
F 1.701 
df1 6 
df2   3.954E4 
Sig. .116 
 
      To test equal variances, the next box to look at wa
shown in Table 4:  
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Table 4  
                                              F                          df1                       df2                       Sig. 
Reading                             1.486                        1                          58                .226 
Listening                            .198                         1                          58                .658 
 
      In the Sig. column, none of the variables were less than .05. In fact, the Sig. column did not record 
significant values. Therefore, equal variance was assumed and the assumption of the equality of variance 
was not rejected. As a result, the two groups had normal distribution.  
In order to see whether there were statistically significant differences among the groups on a liner 
combination of the dependent variables, the set of multivariate tests of significance was studied. One of 
Table 5: 
Table 5. Multivariate testsb 
                                       Effect                   Value             F                Hypothesis df        Error df            Sig.           Partial Eta squared 
Intercept                   .989           2.229E3a             3.000                76.000            .000                     .989 
                                a             3.000                76.000            .000                    .989 
                                a             3.000                76.000            .000                    .989 
                                a             3.000                76.000            .000                    .989 
 
        .158            4.746a                 3.000                76.000             .004                   .158 
                                 4.746a                 3.000                76.000             .004                   .158 
                                  .187            4.746a                 3.000                76.000             .004                   .158 
                                     .187            4.746a                 3.000                76.000             .004                   .158 
a. Exact statistics 
b. Design: Intercept + Type of glossing 
      Thus, in the second section of the Multivariate Tests Table, in the row labeled with the name of the 
were pres lue was .842, with a significant value of .004 that was less than 
.05; therefore, there was a statistically significant difference between two classes presented different types 
of glossing (i.e., English and Persian) in terms of their reading and listening comprehension. 
      Because a significant result was obtained on the multivariate test of significance, the Test of Between-
Subject Effects output box should be studied. Due to a number of separate analyses, Pallant (2007) 
suggested a higher alpha level to reduce the chance of a type 1 error. The most common way of doing this 
is to apply what is known as Bonferroni adjustment. In its simplest form, this involves dividing the 
original alpha level of .05 by a number of analyses that the researchers intend to do.  
      In the current study, there were two dependent variables to investigate (i.e., reading and listening 
comprehension); therefore, .05 was divided by 2, giving a new alpha level of .025. The result was 
considered significant only if the probability value (Sig.) was less than .025. In order to check the 
assumption of any significant difference, the Test of Between-Subjects Effects box was studied. 
      As Table 6 shows, in the third set of values in a row labelled with the independent variable (type of 
glossing), each of the dependent variables is listed with their associated univariate F, df, and Sig. values. 
Upon looking for any values that are less than .025 (our new adjusted alpha level) in Table 7, the Sig. 
column for all the two dependent variables reported a significant value less than the cut-off point (with 
the Sig. values of .004 and .002). Thus, the significant difference between two groups presented English 
and Persian glossing was on both kinds of reading and listening comprehension: 
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Table 6. Tests of between-subject effects 
Source 
Dependent         Type III sum of          df           Mean               F             Sig.        Partial Eta squared 
  variable                 squares                               square 
                                 
Corrected Model 
 
 
 
 
Intercept 
Reading                 63.112                  1            63.112           8.794          .004                  .101 
 
.114 
 
               
                 .921 
 
 
                 .908 
 
 
                 .124 
 
.111 
 
 
Listening               91.010                  1            91.010          10.013         .002 
 
 
Reading                6489.212               1          6489.212        904.217        .000 
 
Listening               7006.010               1          7006.010        770.785        .000 
 
 
Reading                63.112                    1           63.112            8.794           .004  Type of Glossing 
 
Listening               91.010                   1           91.010            10.013         .002 
 
Reading                7049.000               60 Total 
Listening               8039.000              60 
 
      The importance of the impact of type of glossing on reading and listening comprehension was also 
evaluated using the effect size statistics provided in the final column. Partial Eta Squared represents the 
proportion of the variance in the dependent variables (i.e., reading and listening tests) that can be 
explained by the independent variable (i.e., type of glossing). Utilizing commonly used guidelines (.01 = 
small, .06 = moderate, .14 = large) proposed by Cohen (1988, p. 284-287), the value of .124 for reading 
comprehension was considered somehow a large effect and represented 12.4% of variance explained by 
the type of glossing. The aforementioned Partial Eta Squared for the listening comprehension was .111 
which again was considered somehow a large effect and represented 11.1% of variance explained by type 
of glossing.  
      Although it was concluded that the two classes with different types of glossing differed in terms of 
their reading and listening comprehension, to find which group had the higher score, the Estimated 
Marginal Means Table was studied. Table 7 displays the descriptive statistics of the two groups across the 
aforesaid kinds of comprehension tests:  
Table 7. Estimated marginal means 
  
Dependent variables            Types of glossing                             Mean                                 95% confidence interval 
                                                                                                           Lower bound             Upper bound 
Reading English (class 1) 29.23   26.355        32.063 
 Persian (Class 2) 33.33   30.056        35.033 
 
Listening  English (class 1) 18.47 15.672      21.382 
 Persian (class 2) 19.13 16.633      22.244 
      In the reading comprehension, the mean score in class 1 was 29.23 and in class 2 was 33.33, 
respectively, which showed a statistically significant difference. In other words, there was a statistically 
significant difference between two classes based on the fact that Persian glossing could produce better 
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results in reading comprehension. This fact was further supported through doing an independent sample t 
test as presented in the following Table: 
Table 8. Independent sample t test for glossing impact on reading 
 
 test for                                          t test for equality of means 
   equality of  
    variances                      
 
 
F                 Sig.               t              df              Sig. (2-tailed) 
95% confidence 
interval of the 
difference 
Lower             Upper 
Reading Equal variances 7.53            .005 -2.96 58 .004                       -2.98              -.58 
assumed 
 
Equal variances                                      -2.87        45.88               .005                        -3.02              -.54 
not assumed  
 
 
      
-off .05, equal variance was 
not assumed. By referring to the column labelled sig. (2-tailed), the value for unequal variance was .005. 
Because it was less that .05, there was a significant difference in the mean scores of two groups and their 
performance on reading comprehension. Therefore, the first null hypothesis below is rejected: 
 
 H01: 
comprehension. 
      Also, in the listening comprehension, the mean score in class 1 was 18.47 and in class 2 was 19.13. 
Although statistically significant, the actual difference in the two mean scores was small, almost less than 
1 scale point. To put it plainly, there was a statistically significant difference between two classes based 
on the fact that Persian glossing can produce better results in listening comprehension. This fact was 
further supported through doing an independent sample t test as presented in the following Table: 
Table 9. Independent sample t test for glossing impact on listening 
 
 test for                               t test for equality of means 
  equality of  
  variances 
 
 
F                   Sig.                   t                    df          Sig. (2-tailed) 
95% confidence 
interval of the 
difference 
Lower              Upper 
Listening Equal variances                 .158         .658         2.16        58 .002                        .79               3.4 
assumed 
 
Equal variances                                                                2.19                58           .002  .80              3.4 
not assumed 
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      As Table 9 reveals, because the sig. value (.658) was larger than the cut-off .05, equal variance was 
assumed. Therefore, the sig. (2-tailed) for equal variance was .002. Because it was less than .05, there was 
a significant difference in the mean scores of two groups and their performance on listening 
comprehension. Thus, the second null hypothesis below is also rejected: 
 H02:   
comprehension.  
4. Discussion and Conclusion 
      Reviewing the related literature (e.g., Grace, 1998, 2000; Nagata, 1999; Taylor, 2006; Watanabe, 
1997), lexical glossing have brought mixed and conflicting results. As such, the purpose of the present 
study was to investiga
comprehension. In fact, the aim was to have an investigation into defining the role of L1 and L2 lexical 
glossing on reading and listening comprehension and to draw on the findings in L2 teaching career, and 
 
      According to the results of the reading test, there was a significant difference in the mean scores of 
class 1 and class 2. Thus, the difference between these two groups may be attributed to the type of lexical 
glossing in a way that the participants provided Persian glossing performed better in reading 
comprehension. Also, the effect of Persian glossing was significant based on the mean score in listening 
comprehension.  
      The findings are consistent with the ones by Hulstijn et al. (1996), Jacobs et al. (1994), Mondria 
vocabulary learning while reading due to the fact that the definitions can easily be available in the text. 
Besides, the findings are somehow in line with Davis (1989) who tends to support the use of glossing in 
L2 reading. This can be explained by the fact that the students who are able to consult glosses before 
reading or during the reading process recall more of the text than those without glossing aids. 
      HeeKo (2005) claims four advantages in using glosses. Firstly, glosses can get across new L2 words 
so accurately that prevent incorrect guessing. Secondly, they can minimize interruptions while reading is 
in process. As glosses provide definitions for low frequency L2 words, L2 learners would no more require 
checking or looking them up. Thirdly, glosses can make a meaningful relation between prior knowledge 
and new information in text.  
      In addition, the findings of the present study are in contrast to the claims of recent researchers like 
Bell and LeBlanc (2000), who claimed that the language of glosses was not a significant variable. 
Although the participants in their study demonstrated a preference for using glosses in L1 (i.e., Spanish), 
they did not show any difference between the English gloss group and the Spanish gloss group. The 
finding 
among Taiwanese participants studying English as an L2. The results showed that the difference between 
the L1 and the L2 gloss groups was not statistically significant. 
       In sum, the findings stand in total contrast to Johnson (1982) who states that glossing may not 
promote a global comprehension of the text. As with related studies previously done on the same issue, 
the more the researchers searched the less they could find any study specifically dealing with the 
relationship between glossing and listening skill. This lack of study highlights more than ever the 
significance of the current study. Also, it should be mentioned that the present study was, to some extent, 
guided by the design exploited by Jacobs et al. (1994) to investigate the effect of L1 and L2 lexical 
glossing on reading and listening comprehension with some modifications and deletions.  
      It is worth noting that the present research methodology can be counted as an attempt to investigate 
reading and listening comprehension through two types of glossing on the part of L2 learners. In brief, the 
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results of the study indicate that type of lexical glossing is a source of systematic variance in receptive 
skills. To put it in a nutshell, to the present researchers, the study on the role of L1 and L2 lexical glossing 
in receptive skills would bring insights and significance for future studies.             
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